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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This Final office action is in response to Applicant's amendment filed February 
12, 2007. Claims 1 1-13 have been amended. Claim 14 has been added. Claims 2- 
7 and 11-14 are pending. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed February 12, 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 2, 3, 5-7 and 11-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fawcett et al (USPN 5,678,002), in view of in view of Phung et al 
(US 2002/0007237). 

As per claim 1 1 , Fawcett et al disclose a trouble management system 
capable of communicating, through a network, with a customer apparatus 
connected to a product (i.e., product support center, including product support 
services (PSS) client/server messaging system, column 3, lines 60-62), or a 
service person's apparatus, comprising: first receiving means for receiving, 
from said customer apparatus, trouble information of the product (i.e., 
communications path established between the customer and the PSS, column 



Application/Control Number: 10/007,198 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3623 

6, lines 4-9, wherein a remote diagnostic agent 50 on customer computer 40 
can execute a resident diagnostic application and query, receive and update 
information about an attached printer, column 10, lines 28-32); diagnosing 
means for diagnosing the product, in accordance with the response received 
by said second receiving means (i.e., diagnostic application, column 10, lines 
28-30), when the determining means determines that the inquiry is necessary 
(i.e., execution of resident or downloaded diagnostic application, wherein the 
results indicate that no trouble exists, column 10, lines 30-32). 

Fawcett et al does not explicitly disclose determining means for determining 
whether or not an inquiry is necessary, on the basis of the trouble information 
received by said receiving means; transmitting means for transmitting the 
inquiry item relating to the product to said customer apparatus, if said 
determining means determines that the inquiry is necessary; and second 
receiving means for receiving, from said customer apparatus, a response 
which is input to said customer apparatus on the basis of the inquiry item 
transmitted by said transmitting means. Phung et al a trouble tree diagnostic 
routine guides the user to identify possible repair checks and actions (i.e., 
determination and transmission of an inquiry, 0048), wherein the system 
consists of a symptoms search (i.e., inquiry) and a customized diagnostic (If 
0049). In addition, Phung et al disclose a call routine invoked to get diagnostic 
data from the vehicle system (i.e., receiving, from said customer apparatus, a 
response, 0052). Both Fawcett and Phung are concerned with conducting 
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product diagnosis over an electronic network. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to include determining whether or not a check item is necessary, on the 
basis of the trouble information received by said receiving means; transmitting 
the check item relating to the product to said customer apparatus, if said 
determining means determines that the check item is necessary; and receiving, 
from said customer apparatus, a check result which is input to said customer 
apparatus on the basis of the check item transmitted in Fawcett et al, as seen 
in Phung et al, thus efficiently determining the cause and solution of a 
encountered problem, thereby making Fawcett et al more robust. 

As per claim 2, Fawcett et al disclose analysis means for analyzing 
information about the trouble in the product (i.e., PSS 38 commands a remote 
diagnostic agent 50 on customer's computer 40 to execute a diagnostic 
application, column 10, lines 28-32); and search means for searching for the 
operation for resolving the trouble in the product on the basis of the result of 
said analysis (i.e., automatically sniff around customer's computer in order to 
gather diagnostic data and help troubleshoot, column 10, lines 44-47). 

As per claim 3, Fawcett et al disclose analysis by said analysis means is 
performed on the side of a user using the product (i.e., PSS 38 commands a 
remote diagnostic agent 50 on customer's computer 40 to execute a diagnostic 
application, column 10, lines 28-32). 
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As per claim 5, Fawcett et al does not disclose management means for 
managing a guarantee period of the product, wherein said cost depends on the 
managed guarantee period. Phung et al discloses the product manufacturer 
absorbing all the costs related to troubleshooting and resoling failures covered 
by a warranty fl| 0005). Both Fawcett and Phung are concerned with 
conducting product diagnosis over an electronic network, therefore it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include managing a guarantee period of the product 
(i.e., warranty), wherein said cost depends on the warranty in Fawcett, as seen 
in Phung, thereby determining when the customer does not have to incur 
diagnostic and troubleshooting costs, as seen in Phung. As a result, the 
customer service in Fawcett et al is improved, since the cost to the customer 
may be reduced. 

As per claim 6, Fawcett et al disclose management means for managing 
information about specifications of the product (i.e., device manager diagnostic 
allows PSS engineer to retrieve the properties and characteristics of all 
hardware devices attached to computer, column 12, lines 48-50), wherein 
analysis by said analysis means depends on the managed information about 
the specifications (i.e., query a list of available devices and invoke device 
diagnostics, column 10, lines 35-36). 

As per claim 7, Fawcett et al disclose storage means for storing contents of 
the operation actually performed to resolve the trouble in the product or results 
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of the operation (i.e., the diagnostic interpreter remains in memory on the PSS 
side, column 1 1 , lines 20-23 and 28-31 ). 

Claim 12 is rejected based upon the same rationale as the rejection of claim 1 1 , 
since it is the method claim corresponding to the system claim. 

Claim 13 is rejected based upon the same rationale as the rejection of claim 1 1 , 
since it is the storage medium claim corresponding to the system claim. 

As per claim 14, Fawcett et al disclose diagnosis possibility determining means 
for determining whether or not a diagnosis is possible (i.e., execution of residentor 
downloaded diagnostic application, wherein the results indicate that no trouble 
exists, column 10, lines 30-32, wherein diagnostic actions completed on the 
customer's computer are documented in a transaction log, column 1 1 , lines 20-23); 
additional determination means for determining whether or not a further inquiry is 
necessary, if the diagnosis possibility determining means determines that the 
diagnosis is not possible (i.e., execution of resident or downloaded diagnostic 
application, wherein the results indicate that no trouble exists, column 10, lines 30- 
32, wherein diagnostic actions completed on the customer's computer are 
documented in a transaction log, column 11, lines 20-23); and additional 
transmission means for transmitting a further inquiry item to the customer apparatus, 
if the additional determination means determines that the further inquiry is necessary 
(i.e., the diagnostic interpreter's callback function parses the message, interprets the 
data and displays the result of the PSS engineer, column 9, lines 27-30, including 
the knowledge base diagnostic, column 14, lines 58-67). 
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5. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fawcett 
et al (USPN 5,678,002), in view of Skaaning et al (USPN 6,535,865). 

As per claim 4, Fawcett et al does not explicitly disclose said notice means sends 
a notice of a cost or a time required for the operation. Skaaning et al disclose 
estimating the cost of actions as a combination of multiple factors, including time to 
perform the action (column 21 , lines 1-5). Both Fawcett and Skaaning are 
concerned with effective troubleshooting via a customer computer, therefore it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include sending notice of a cost in Fawcett, as seen in Skaaning, in 
order to determine which is the optimal step to perform (see Skaaning, column 21 , 
lines 1-3), thus improving the efficiency in Fawcett. 

Response to Arguments 

6. In the Remarks, Applicant argues that Fawcett et al, Phung et al and Skaaning et 
al fail to teach or suggest receiving trouble information from a customer apparatus to 
determine whether or not an inquiry to the customer apparatus is necessary and, if it 
is determined that the inquiry is necessary, transmitting the inquiry item to the 
customer apparatus. The Examiner respectfully disagrees and submits that Fawcett 
et al disclose a remote diagnostic agent 50 on customer computer 40 can execute a 
resident diagnostic application and query, receive and update information about an 
attached printer (column 10, lines 28-32), thus indeed receiving trouble information 
from a customer apparatus. Phung et al a trouble tree diagnostic routine guides the 
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user to identify possible repair checks and actions (i.e., determination and 
transmission of an inquiry, 0048), wherein the system consists of a symptoms 
search (i.e., inquiry) and a customized diagnostic flj 0049). In addition, Phung et al 
disclose a call routine invoked to get diagnostic data from the vehicle system (i.e., 
receiving, from said customer apparatus, a response, U 0052). Moreover, Phung et 
al disclose a vehicle interface system (i.e., customer apparatus) that communicates 
with the vehicle system 400 (i.e., product) in figures 2A and 2B. 

Applicant also argues that the trouble management system is not at the local or 
customer level, as seen in the cited references, but connected, via a network, to a 
customer apparatus connected to a product. The Examiner respectfully disagrees 
with Applicant's characterization of the references. Moreover, the Examiner submits 
that the recitation "communicating, through a network, with a customer apparatus 
connected to a product," has not been given patentable weight because the 
recitation occurs in the preamble. A preamble is generally not accorded any 
patentable weight where it merely recites the purpose of a process or the intended 
use of a structure, and where the body of the claim does not depend on the 
preamble for completeness but, instead,. the process steps or structural limitations 
are able to stand alone. See In re Hirao, 535 F.2d 67, 190 USPQ 15 (CCPA 1976) 
and Kropa v. Robie, 187 F.2d 150, 152, 88 USPQ 478, 481 (CCPA 1951). 
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Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing 
date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply 
expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andre Boyce whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
6726. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273- 
8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571- 
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272-1000. 




